for two reasons. One is that, notwithstanding the words of s.127 ('in reckoning the numbers of the people of the Commonwealth, or of a State or other part of the Commonwealth, aboriginal natives shall not be counted'), all governments had long been collecting data on their Indigenous populations, as they conceived them. The second is that it was open to statistical authorities to interpret the repeal of s.127 as mandating the merging of the enumerated Aborigine with the total population. That is, the repeal of s.127 could be interpreted as a mandate to include, without distinguishing, Indigenous Australians. The argument to continue to distinguish Indigenous Australians, and to distinguish them in new ways, had to be made independently of, and even in the face of, the inclusive rhetoric of the 1967 referendum campaign.
In 1971, in a reform that was not evidently related to the repeal of s.127, the census introduced a new classification question that gave respondents the opportunity to identify themselves and their household members as 'Aboriginal' or as 'Torres Strait Islander'. In 1976 we had the second census using this revised question, so 1976 marks the beginning of the possibility of systematic comparison over time of Indigenous with 'all Australia', and Aboriginal with Torres Strait Islander.
I should emphasise the word 'beginning', for in 1976 there was still much to be done to reform those parts of the statistical archive that are supplied by organisations, such as hospitals, that service Indigenous Australians. Borrie complained in 1975 that it was still: …extraordinarily difficult to persuade all the relevant authorities that Aborigines should be distinguished so that separate statistics can be maintained. Nor, as yet, is there any agreement on how the Aboriginal population is to be defined in the collection of statistics for series other than the census… [S] ome officials have argued that it would be offensive or discriminatory to ask people if they were Aborigines, or even to ask their race (Borrie 1975: 460-1) . 3 Notwithstanding Borrie's sense of the difficulties of further reform in Australia's Indigenous statistics, I think that we can see the years 1966 to 1976 as a turning point. The old way that prevailed from the late nineteenth century to 1966 had used the discredited terms of racial science. Under this old way it had been difficult, if not impossible, to compare the Indigenous population with the non-Indigenous population (or with 'all Australians', which is much the same 3 As well, Borrie argued in 1975 that 'substantial changes in racial identification…are occurring'. He expected that 'the group of people identifying as Aborigines and Islanders will become relatively stable, so statistics relating to this group should become increasingly useful as time goes by ' (Borrie 1975: 473) . In fact, demographers have since noticed that identity change is a persistent dynamic, a source of growth in the Indigenous population. This does not seem to have diminished the utility of the census. thing). The new era has two features: ethnic identities (Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander) have replaced racial distinctions; and there are now more socioeconomic and biomedical variables for making distinctions within the Indigenous population. These two features of the reformed statistical archive combine to make it possible to compare, across many variables, certain policy-relevant trends in the Indigenous and non-Indigenous populations. Those comparisons have become the basis of an idea of social justice that is new, or newly prominent, in Australian public life: 'practical reconciliation'.
Statistics for protection and assimilation
I do not have the space to review, jurisdiction by jurisdiction, the structures of colonial, State and Territory statistics on Aborigines and Torres Strait Islanders up to 1966. However, in a sense I do not need to, because the various jurisdictions worked to a common model, that I will call here the protection/assimilation model. I derive this name from the commonly acknowledged periodisation of Australian Indigenous public policy. The era of 'protection' was instituted by a wave of colonial, State and Commonwealth law-making that lasted from the 1880s to the end of the First World War. The era of 'assimilation' lasted from the late 1930s until the early 1970s, as each State or Territory amended and then repealed these statutes and strove to bring Indigenous Australians within the same legislative and administrative frameworks as all other Australians, invoking the ideal of an 'Australian way of life' to which all were tending. I will argue that as the sequence of post-World War Two legislative reforms approached its end in the 1960s, many officials and policy intellectuals pointed to the inadequacies of the statistical archive in its protection/assimilation form.
What were the elements of the protection/assimilation statistical archive? By the third quarter of the nineteenth century, most Australian jurisdictions were keeping some record of what they thought to be the absolute size and the sex composition of the Aboriginal population. The various jurisdictions began to record the ages of Aborigines in different years (Victoria from 1871, New South Wales and Western Australia from 1891, Queensland from 1901, and South Australia, Tasmania and the Northern Territory from 1911). 4 From 1860 to 1905, as each colony began to form a specialised administration and statutory regime through which to govern their Indigenous populations, they recorded two other features of the populations: their genetic character (differentiating 'full blood' from 'others') and their relationship to administrative control. There were two variables within what I am calling administrative control, and each jurisdiction made use of at least one of them. The Indigenous population could be acknowledged as subject to enumeration or as living beyond enumeration, a distinction sometimes conveyed by the distinction between 'settled districts' and regions that were beyond settlement and enumeration. The other 'administrative control' variable has to do with some kind of institutional authority. Thus, some Indigenous people were classified according to whether or not they were 'in employ', or 'under the Act' or living within reserves and government institutions.
When the Commonwealth government began to standardise the Indigenous statistical archive in the 1911 Census, it adopted the Western Australian 1901 Census's version of this classifying practice. That is:
• Aborigines were enumerated if they were accessible to ordinary enumeration procedures • all those not enumerated were assumed to be 'full-bloods' and their number was estimated • the general census population included 'half-castes' (but not 'full-bloods') • the Commonwealth published separate figures on 'full-bloods' and on 'half-castes' (Smith 1980: 27) .
When the Commonwealth collaborated with the States in every June from 1924 to 1941 to make an annual count, they were interested in the size, the sex composition, the age composition, the race composition and the relationship to governing authority of their Indigenous populations. This protection/assimilation model of the Indigenous population lasted about eighty years, continuing until two-thirds of the twentieth century had elapsed.
The crisis of the protection/assimilation model
What happened in the 1960s to upset this way of constructing a statistical archive? This is going to be a research question for me and for Len Smith over the next few years, so my answer today is rather limited.
According to Borrie (1975: 455-6 ), Australia's statisticians had long defended their very limited practice of Indigenous enumeration by pointing to two constraints. One was practical (the difficulties of enumerating 'tribal people'), and the other legal (their interpretation of s.127 of the Constitution). By 1967 both of these obstacles had been overcome. However, Borrie also found among government officials the view that it was difficult to define who is an Aborigine and also 'a vaguely formulated, but nevertheless strongly held view that separate statistics are in some way discriminatory, even if collected in order to make special provision for Aborigines ' (Borrie 1975: 456) .
The word 'discrimination' is our clue to the crisis in the Indigenous statistical archive. Liberal opinion favouring 'assimilation' was obliged, by the mid-1960s, to consider whether there was a positive sense of 'discrimination'. That is, if Aboriginal people were not doing well and if the state had an obligation to help them do well, might it not be necessary for the state to discriminate in their favour in certain ways? And was it not necessary to 'discriminate' (in the sense of distinguish) Aboriginal from non-Aboriginal in order to know how badly or how well Aborigines were doing, so that 'positive discrimination' could be soundly based? Some historians now interpret the 1967 referendum as an expression of a widespread (though not universal) conviction that it was time for public policy to discriminate in Aborigines' favour, at least until they had 'caught up' with the rest of Australia in certain respects (Taffe 2005 1973: 24) . In a section headed 'selection as a factor in Aboriginal health statistics', Moodie also worried about the 'bias' in the construction of Aboriginal health data, though the distortion that he pointed to was in terms of the institutional rather than the genetic ordering of the 'Aboriginal population' (Moodie 1973: 23) . That is, data on Aboriginal health tended to be about 'the more closely supervised government settlements, mission settlements, and the larger cattle stations'. These people were both 'in a dependent situation' and enjoyed 'better access to medical and health services' (for which they did not have to pay) than the more independent, but less well serviced 'relatively large fringe-dwelling and metropolitan groups' (Moodie 1973: 23).
Although they issued such caveats about the bias in their 'Aboriginal' categories, Broom and Jones and Moodie can be said to have initiated the research program that is now familiar to us as the comparative study of Indigenous and non-Indigenous labour market status, human capital acquisition and health status. These are among the pioneer works of our contemporary paradigm.
Broom and Jones were pioneers in another way. They constructed a 'total' Aboriginal population when they sought to project the growth in Aboriginal numbers. In this endeavour, they benefited from the Commonwealth Government's interpretation of its responsibilities after the repeal of s.127 in the May 1967 referendum. The referendum of 1967 led to the undifferentiated inclusion of Aborigines in birth, marriage and death registrations, making it possible for Broom and Jones to estimate plausibly Aboriginal fertility and infant mortality in the only jurisdiction where Aborigines were a large minority-the Northern Territory. By using these registration data and the 1961 and 1966 Census data, in two papers (Jones 1970 (Jones , 1972 and in chapter four of his book with Broom, Jones gave an account of the distribution, fertility and mortality of the entire Aboriginal population-combining the 'dark' and the 'light' segments.
Some features in the new archive
Let me conclude by pointing to some features of the Indigenous statistical archive in its reformed, contemporary condition.
First, there has been a sustained agenda of reform. This agenda has been driven by a strong conviction that social justice demands Indigenous/non-Indigenous comparison across many socioeconomic and health variables. It has been notably effective in the reform of State and Territory registrations of vital events. Len Smith says that agitation on this point began around 1965 (Smith 1982: 16) . According to the ABS (2000a : Table 11 .6, p.162), these are the periods within which the various Australian governments put an Indigenous identifier into databases relevant to demography and to population health analysis:
• birth notification forms (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) • death notification forms (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) • medical certificates (cause of death) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) • medical certificates (cause of perinatal death) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) • hospital separations (1979) (1980) (1981) (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) • maternal/perinatal collections (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) • cancer registrations (1977) (1978) (1979) (1980) (1981) (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) • communicable diseases notification forms (1988-) 5 On at least one occasion, the reform of administrative data was stimulated by the demands of a focused inquiry with statutory powers. 1991: 191-2) . Analysis of these data led to a conclusion that determined much of the Commission's subsequent agenda: that deaths in custody were disproportionately
Aboriginal not only because of factors within custody but also because Aborigines were much more likely than non-Aborigines to be in custody. What accounted for this higher rate of incarceration, the Commission asked? The Commission postulated the related concepts of 'self-esteem' and 'underlying issues' in order to adduce research on education, labour market status, health and other factors (using data from the 1971 to 1986 censuses) to explain Aborigines' disproportionate entry into police or prison custody.
Second, the reformed statistical archive makes some use of the organisational capacities known as 'the Indigenous sector', for example in Community Housing and Infrastructure Needs Surveys (CHINS) of 1992 and 1999 and in a current Mental Health Survey. The 1999 CHINS collected data from 707 Indigenous housing organisations and 1291 'discrete communities' (1089 of which had an identified housing organisation). 'Data … were collected through personal interviews with key members of Indigenous housing organisations and communities who were knowledgeable about housing and infrastructure issues. Such people included community council chairpersons, administrators, coordinators, clerks, housing officers, water and essential service officers. Information regarding health services was generally collected from health clinic administrators.' (ABS 2000b: 62) .
Third, there is a continuing concern to improve the methodology of data collection in remote and very remote Australian communities (Martin et al. 2004 ).
Fourth, we risk becoming data rich and theory poor. Our data are useful only if we have some theoretical framework in which to make sense of them. Perhaps the most developed theoretical model that we have, at the moment, is that which I mentioned in my introduction. 2004a) , he says that we moderns have developed the ability to think about social life in two distinct ways, both of which are valid and useful. On the one hand, we can think about society as a series of interactions between variables. There are several papers in this monograph in which that was the idiom for thinking about society. The Productivity Commission Report is, again, a wonderful example of that way of thinking. On the other hand, we can think about society as an interaction between responsible, intentional agents, such as individual people, and organised collectives of people or organisations, including governments. Taylor says that the modern social imaginary-that is, our taken-for-granted ways of thinking about 'society'-is 'bifocal'; we use both mechanistic and agent-centred thinking. We imagine society in mechanistic terms-interactions between variables-and we imagine society humanistically-interactions between thinking, feeling agents who can be held responsible for what they do.
In contemporary Australia, both ways of thinking about society have been recently intensified. On the one hand, due to the reforms of the statistical archive, we have data with which to think about the interactions among an increasing number of variables. On the other hand, we have the language of welfare reform, with its emphasis on 'mutual responsibility' and 'Shared Responsibility Agreements' (SRAs). This language also has a horror of any 'welfare' that is 'passive' and a strong implication that Indigenous Australians may fail in their responsibilities to take up the opportunities that the public and private sector provide. In contemporary Australian public culture, the mechanistic social imaginary that is fortified by our rich statistical archive is in daily juxtaposition with the voluntaristic social imaginary that asks: are governments living up to their responsibilities to Indigenous Australians and are Indigenous Australians taking responsibility for their own advancement?
